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INTRODUCTION 


Four  weeks  ago,  the  City  Planning  Commission  completed  a  round  of 
hearings  on  the  height  and  bulk  limit  proposals  that  had  been  presented 
to  the  Commission  by  the  Department  staff  on  February  17.    The  four 
hearings,  held  at  different  locations  in  the  city,  were  attended  by  a 
total  of  1,520  residents,  and  the  testimony  of  130  speakers  occupied 
twelve  and  one-half  hours.    Minutes  of  the  these  hearings,  which  add  up 
to  101  single-spaced  pages,  have  been  reviewed  by  the  staff  and  by  the 
Commission.     In  addition,  a  number  of  letters  have  been  received  and  more 
than  2,000  people  have  telephoned  or  visited  the  Department  in  relation 
to  these  proposals. 

This  present  report  analyzes  the  comments  received  and  recommends 
certain  changes  in  the  proposals.    An  additional  hearing  for  public  com- 
ments on  the  changes  now  recommended  has  been  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
June  13,  at  7:30  p.m.  in  Nourse  Auditorium. 

It  is  also  recommended  in  this  report  that  another,  separate  hearing 
be  scheduled  for  consideration  of  possible  changes  in  one  area  of  the  city 
Pacific  Heights  —  for  which  new  notices  are  required.     Further  hearings 
may  be  scheduled  if  necessary,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  all  hearings  by 
the  Commission  the  staff  will  again  make  a  report  and  recommendations. 
If  the  proposals,  with  modifications,  are  then  acted  upon  by  the  Commis- 
sion they  will  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  hearings  and 
legislative  action. 

We  are  now  in  the  later  stages  of  a  long  and  deliberate  process  that 
began  with  the  start  of  the  Urban  Design  Study  in  1968.    After  the  publica- 
tion of  preliminary  reports  and  many  public  discussions,  the  proposed  Urban 
Design  Plan  was  presented  in  May  1971,  and  it  included  in  its  policies  pro- 
posed guidelines  for  the  height  and  bulk  of  buildings  throughout  the  city. 
Public  hearings  were  held  on  the  Plan  and  after  modifications,  including 
a  number  in  the  height  and  bulk  guidelines,  the  Plan  was  adopted  in  August 
1971  as  part  of  the  Master  Plan.     In  order  to  begin  implementation  imme- 
diately, the  Commission  put  interim  height  and  bulk  controls  into  effect 
and  requested  that  the  staff  prepare  specific  ordinance  proposals  within 
six  months.     Following  the  presentation  of  these  proposals  on  February  17, 
notices  were  mailed  citywide  so  that  the  public  could  address  itself  to 
the  question  of  height  and  bulk  controls  at  public  hearings. 
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GENERAL  NATURE  OF  THE  COMMENTS 


The  hearings  were  characterized  by  intense  and  sometimes  spirited 
testimony.    There  was  much  disagreement  with  the  proposals  before  the 
Commission,  though  most  frequently  it  was  a  disagreement  as  to  degree 
of  control  rather  than  as  to  objectives.    Many  statements  supported  the 
proposals  as  they  would  apply  to  certain  parts  of  the  city,  even  when 
they  requested  tighter  control  in  other  areas.    Quite  naturally,  points 
of  disagreement  tended  to  be  emphasized  by  speakers  rather  than  those  of 
agreement.    For  the  most  part,  the  greater  the  focus  on  residential  areas 
the  more  the  statements  were  inclined  to  favor  lower  heights.    There  can 
be  no  question  that  these  were  hearings  for  the  residents  of  San  Francisco 
to  speak  their  minds. 

Some  statements  were  extremely  non-specific  as  to  the  alternatives 
being  advocated.    Others  were  well  thought  out  and  supported  by  documentary 
material,  and  these  were  far  more  helpful.    Four  statements  were  especially 
outstanding  in  this  respect,  one  at  each  hearing:  these  were  the  views  of 
the  Inner  Sunset  Action  Committee,  the  Mission  Coalition  Organization,  the 
Russian  Hill  Improvement  Association  and  the  Planning  Association  for  the 
Richmond.    Generally,  although  not  in  every  case,  organizations  which  had 
followed  the  earlier  steps  leading  up  to  these  zoning  proposals  were  pre- 
pared with  the  more  constructive  statements  in  the  hearings  just  completed. 

Not  all  of  the  statements  favored  heights  the  same  as  or  lower  than 
those  proposed;  some  favored  greater  heights  in  neighborhood  areas,  with 
most  such  requests  coming  from  individual  property  owners.    One  real  estate 
agent  suggested  that  more  R-4  property,  two-thirds  of  which  is  proposed  to 
have  40-foot  height  limits,  be  raised  to  50  feet  in  order  to  allow  for 
better  design,  larger  living  units,  and  more  light  and  air  and  open  space. 
The  Chamber  of  Commerce  statement  included  a  paragraph  saying,  "We  ques- 
tion how  a  40  foot  limit  in  most  residential  areas  will  actually  promote 
the  long-term  maintenance,  enhancement  and  livability  of  these  areas. 
Consideration  should  be  given  to  applying  the  general  concept  proposed 
for  Russian  Hill  to  large,  flat  areas  of  the  city  with  adequate  open  space 
and  transportation  facilities."    These  statements  run  counter  to  most  of 
the  testimony,  and  they  point  up  the  difficulty  of  predicting  the  type 
and  quality  of  development  that  might  occur  under  various  forms  of  control. 

Only  a  few  comments  touched  upon  the  bulk  controls,  and  these  were 
generally  favorable.    At  the  public  hearings  most  interest  was  in  height, 
and  it  was  only  in  smaller  meetings  that  the  bulk  controls  were  more  fully 
discussed.    The  concept  and  approach  of  the  bulk  controls  were  accepted, 
although  the  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  raised 
certain  questions  as  to  their  application. 

It  is  not  possible  to  know  whether  all  people  who  may  feel  they  have 
an  interest  in  these  height  and  bulk  controls  have  been  heard  from,  but 
it  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  predominant  sentiment  is  for  stricter  control 
of  building  heights  in  many  areas.    The  sending  of  hearing  notices  to  all 
150,000  of  San  Francisco's  property  owners  was  unprecedented,  and  notices 
were  sent  to  148  citywide  and  neighborhood  citizen  organizations  as  well. 


* 
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The  impatience  expressed  in  much  of  the  testimony  may  be  attributed  to 
the  fact  that  some  speakers  were  convinced  of  the  pressing  need  for  these 
controls  but  were  not  aware  of  the  newness  of  such  height  and  bulk  limits 
as  zoning  regulations.    No  other  major  United  States  city  has  controls  of 
this  kind,  and  even  a  great  part  of  San  Francisco  has  been  without  height 
limits  in  the  past.    Residents  tend  to  observe  the  present  scale  of  devel- 
opment   and    conclude  that  that  scale  has  been  dictated  by  past  regulations, 
not  realizing  that  much  higher  structures  could  have  been  built.     In  looking 
at  the  new  height  limit  maps,  speakers  focused  on  the  areas  where  the  greater 
heights  were  shown,  tending  to  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  95  per  cent  of 
all  residentially-zoned  property  was  proposed  to  have  limits  of  40  feet  or 
less. 

Regrettably,  some  of  the  extreme  sentiment  against  height  appeared 
to  be  founded  in  a  fundamental  distrust  of  government  or  a  cynicism  as 
to  the  ability  of  public  planning  to  regulate  or  guide  development.  It 
may  be  submitted  that  some  distrust  is  always  healthy,  but  that  actual 
experience  in  San  Francisco  does  not  warrant  some  of  the  more  extreme 
statements  made.    The  hearings  on  the  proposed  height  and  bulk  regulations 
alone  should  prove  that  there  is  a  process  of  responsive,  responsible 
government. 

The  more  extreme  statements  criticized  and  attempted  to  discredit  the 
Urban  Design  Plan,  either  as  an  incorrect  basis  for  height  and  bulk  controls 
or  as  a  symbol  of  intentional  disaster  through  development.     Some  critics 
seemed  unfamiliar  with  the  Plan,  or  with  the  fact  that  height  guidelines 
are  only  one  part  of  the  Plan,  or  with  the  fact  that  those,  guidelines  are 
not  in  themselves  controls.    Other  speakers  devoted  their  remarks  to  a 
setting  off  of  Proposition  "P",  the  June  height  limit  initiative,  against 
the  Urban  Design  Plan,  and  therefore  to  denying  the  significance  of  the 
Plan  and  creating  an  unnecessary  polarity.    To  make  this  point  firmly,  it 
was  necessary  for  them  to  state  that  normal  government  processes  will  never 
\7ork.    But  there  is  much  proof  that  those  processes  are  working  in  San 
Francisco,  and  in  this  complex  society  there  is  really  no  good  alternative 
to  such  processes. 

There  were  a  few  speakers,  as  well,  who  apparently  were  not  aware  of 
the  earlier  proceedings  leading  up  to  these  hearings.    The  Urban  Design 
Study  itself  had  public  involvement  in  all  its  stages.    When  the  Urban 
Design  Plan  was  completed  more  than  3,000  people  attended  presentations 
of  it,  several  thousand  received  copies  of  the  Plan,  and  others  followed 
the  extensive  press  coverage  and  saw  the  panel  exhibit  placed  in  libraries 
and  other  public  places.     At  the  three  hearings  last  July,  comments  were 
made  as  to  the  height  and  bulk  guidelines,  and  where  these  had  merit  there 
were  changes  made.     But  the  preponderance  of  comments  then  was    not  as  to 
the  degree  of  control,  but  rather  as  to  the  need  for  more  specific  limits 
within  the  guidelines  of  the  Plan  and  early  implementation.  Speakers 
asked  that  interim  controls  be  put  into  effect,  and  that  hearings  on 
zoning  limits  be  begun  as  soon  as  possible.     That  is  precisely  what  has 
been  done. 
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During  the  six-month  preparation  period  that  followed,  there  again 
was  citizen  involvement.     Staff  members  maintaining  liaison  in  neighborhoods 
continued  to  hear  neighborhood  views.    We  indicated  that  we  would  meet  with 
any  group  on  height  and  bulk  questions  to  hear  their  concerns  and  discuss 
the  approach  we  were  talcing.    But  during  the  six-month  period  it  was  also 
difficult  to  talk  about  the  specifics  because  of  the  need  to  prevent  land 
speculation.    When  the  proposals  were  presented  to  the  Commission,  hearings 
were  immediately  begun  so  that  the  public  could  comment  and  so  that  the 
interim  controls  would  remain  legally  valid. 

The  process  of  arriving  at  final  controls,  therefore,  will  have  had 
public  participation  at  every  stage:  (1)  during  development  of  the  Urban 
Design  Plan  guidelines,  (2)  after  publication  of  the  Plan  and  before  its 
adoption,  (3)  after  adoption  of  the  Plan  and  before  presentation  of  the 
zoning  proposals,  (4)  at  public  hearings  on  the  zoning  proposals,  and 
(5)  at  one  or  more  hearings  that  will  follow  this  report  on  the  earlier 
hearings*    It  was  always  assumed  that  public  participation  was  an  important 
ingredient  in  the  process,  and  that  it  would  be  a  major  factor  in  the  final 
outcome. 

With  a  process  this  long  and  a  measure  as  important  as  these  height 
and  bulk  controls,  it  is  inevitable  that  there  will  be  complaints  in  the 
later  stages  that  the  plan  or  proposal  is  "new  to  me".    The  notices  have 
been  widespread  and  the  publicity  extensive,  and  by  and  large  the  more  that 
people  are  informed  the  more  they  will  express  their  interests  and  ask  for 
changes  or  further  action.    That,  of  course,  is  why  these  hearings  are  being 
held.    And  an  ever-increasing  interest  in  what  planning  is  doing  in  the 
city  should  be  regarded  as  an  indication  of  its  success  rather  than  its 
shortcomings. 

With  the  focus  on  height  limits  as  a  citywide  issue,  there  has  been 
some  tendency  in  the  comments  to  ask  that  limits  on  building  height  be  used 
for  a  great  variety  of  planning  purposes.    Among  these  purposes  are  limi- 
tation of  traffic,  control  of  residential  density,  preservation  of  historic 
buildings,  selective  stimulation  of  housing  construction,  and  setting  of 
an  envelope  for  maximum  city  growth.    Other  comments  have  gone  on  to  ask 
for  height  limits  to  maintain  a  balance  between  home  owners  and  renters, 
discourage  absentee  landlords  or  prevent  deterioration  of  properties.  None 
of  these  issues  is  really  that  simple,  and  in  fact  height  limits  may  even 
produce  an  effect  other  than  the  one  desired.     In  every  case  there  are  more 
direct  and  surer  kinds  of  measures  to  reach  the  desired  results  on  such 
issues. 

Growth  and  residential  density,  in  particular,  may  not  be  closely 
related  to  height  controls.    Extending  a  40-foot  height  limit  beyond  the 
areas  already  proposed  for  40  feet,  to  include  all  residential  and  com- 
mercial districts  outside  of  downtown,  would  reduce  residential  holding 
capacity  by  only  a  further  10  per  cent,  and  even  then  the  capacity  would 
be  nearly  1,200,000  people  under  present  controls  over  dwelling  unit  den- 
sity.   The  proper  approach  would  be  through  revisiovi  of  the  density  controls, 
pursuant  to  policies  adopted  in  the  Plan  for  Residence,  another  part  of  the 
Master  Plan. 
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Many  of  the  speakers  have  said,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  that 
they  are  greatly  bothered  by,  and  even  fearful  of,  future    change.  Con- 
tinuity with  the  past  is  important  to  San  Francisco's  urban  culture,  and 
many  types  of  changes  can  easily  damage  the  city's  appearance  and  the 
character  of  its  neighborhoods.    This  point  was  made  again  and  again. 
Indeed,  total  freedom  from  change  might  be  a  great  relief  to  many  of  us, 
though  we  are  not  at  that  point  now  and  we  may  never  reach  it.  There 
are  strong  arguments,  however,  that  we  should  not  reach  it,  because  some 
kinds  of  changes  will  always  work  for  the  betterment  of  the  city.  All 
of  this  simply  means  that  conservation  and  change  must  be  diligently  kept 
in  balance,  which  is  and  always  will  be  the  challenging  job  of  public 
planning. 
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COMMENTS  ON  PROPOSED  HEIGHT  AND  BULK  DISTRICT  MAPS 


The  review  of  comments  on  the  maps  will  follow  the  order  of  the  four  hearings 
in  different  sections  of  the  city,  beginning  south  of  Golden  Gate  Park  and  contin- 
uing   in  a  counter-clockwise  direction.*    All  comments  in  the  hearings  applying  to 
specific  areas  are  intended  to  be  covered  in  this  report,  as  well  as  all  written 
statements.    Where  modifications  in  the  original  proposals  are  recommended  by  the 
Department  staff,  they  are  set  out  in  the  report  and  shown  on  accompanying  maps, 

SOUTHWEST  SECTION 


1.  Lincoln  Way  between  Arguello  and  6th  Avenue  and  between  14th  and  19th  Avenues 
(Sheet  6) 

The  proposed  height  of  65  feet  in  two  limited  R-4  areas  along  Lincoln  Way 
generated  a  variety  of  comments  about  encroachments  on  the  Park,  shadow  and  wind 
effects,  view  obstruction,  overcrowding  and  threats  of  future  height  increases  in 
other  parts  of  the  Inner  Sunset. 

These  comments  tended  to  be  exaggerated,  in  view  of  the  smallness  of  the  two 
areas  and  the  modest  height  proposed.     In  particular,  a  restudy  of  shadow  effects 
shows  that  for  most  of  the  year  the  shadows  of  65-foot  buildings  would  not  even 
reach  the  Park,  and  in  the  deep  winter  the  elevation  of  the  Park  above  Lincoln  Way 
opposite  most  of  the  blocks  in  question  would  make  shadow  effects  marginal. 

It  is  true,  however,  that  with  one  exception  there  are  no  existing  buildings 
in  these  two  areas  over  40  feet,  and  there  has  been  little,  if  any,  interest  in 
further  development.     In  recognition  of  the  strong  neighborhood  concern  and  the 
symbolic  importance  attached  to  the  higher  limit  by  the  residents,  both  these  areas 
should  be  reduced  to  a  limit  of  40  feet. 

Change  both  areas  to  40-X. 

2.  Polytechnic  High  School     (Sheet  6) 

The  65-foot  limit  for  Polytechnic  High  School  was  also  of  concern  to  the 
neighborhood.    This  limit  is  actually  less  than  the  height  of  the  present  school 
along  Frederick,  though  at  the  higher  end  of  the  site  along  Carl  the  present  build- 
ing height  is  much  lower.    The  neighborhood  concern  was  that  a  65-foot  limit  might 
permit  some  massive  public  facility  or  a  dense  housing  project  to  be  placed  on  the 
site,  and  there  were  fears  expressed  of  future  non-recreational  use  of  the  whole 
southeastern  portion  of  Golden  Gate  Park  as  well.    Some  comments  asked  for  a  40- 
foot  limit  and  others  for  an  Open  Space  designation  on  the  high  school. 


*A  few  items  are  taken  out  of  this  order  for  the  sake  of 
convenience  in  following  the  map  sheets. 
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There  is  no  plan  whatsoever  to  allow  encroachment  of  non- recreational  uses 
inside  the  Park.    Other  policies  and  legal  restraints  would  prohibit  such  uses, 
but  in  addition  these  height  and  bulk  proposals  place  all  of  the  Park  in  an  Open 
Space  district.    The  same  designation  is  not  appropriate  for  the  high  school  site, 
however,  in  either  its  present  use  or  any  future  use.    The  School  District  has 
indicated  there  are  a  variety  of  possible  uses  for  the  site,  but  all  would  be 
facilities  of  the  School  District.    An  Open  Space  designation  would  make  replace- 
ment of  the  present  substandard  school  impossible. 

With  School  District  planning  as  indefinite  as  it  now  is  for  this  site,  and 
with  the  probability  that  any  new  school  facility  could  be  built  within  a  40-foot 
limit,  including  a  stepping  down  across  the  site  toward  the  Park,  the  limit  should 
be  changed  not  to  an  Open  Space  designation  but  to  40  feet. 

Change  to  40-X. 

3.  University  of  California  Medical  Center    (Sheet  6) 

The  UC  Medical  Center  presents  a  very  difficult  height  and  bulk  control  prob- 
lem, since  it  is  a  State  institution  not  subject  to  local  zoning  and  because  it  is 
in  a  congested  area  of  the  city  where  further  expansion  can  lead  to  greater  traf- 
fic, removal  of  housing  and  the  loss  or  obscuring  of  open  space.  Neighborhood 
sentiment  has  become  strong  and  well -organized,  and  at  the  same  time  the  Univer- 
sity has  developed  a  policy  of  responding  more  fully  to  neighborhood  interests  and 
working  within  City  guidelines. 

Neighborhood  sentiment,  reflected  through  the  Inner  Sunset  Action  Committee 
in  testimony  and  in  a  long  written  report,  favored  tight  height  limits  and  a  vir- 
tual ban  on  further  University  development  unless  means  can  be  found  for  relating 
the  University  more  sensitively  to  the  neighborhood.    The  University  has  answered 
that  it  is  very  much  in  pursuit  of  those  means,  and  that  it  has  no  desire  to  ex- 
pand beyond  its  present  property  holdings.    The  University  feels,  as  does  this 
Department,  that  it  should  not  displace  housing  not  previously  acquired,  that  it 
should  respect  the  open  space  of  Mount  Sutro,  and  that  any  new  buildings  should  be 
carefully  controlled  in  their  massing  to  provide  transitions  to  their  surroundings. 

After  reviewing  the  ISAC  report  and  the  development  that  ought  to  occur  in 
the  foreseeable  future,  the  Department  recommends  the  following  map  changes: 

a.  Reduction  of  the  southern  half  of  the  block  on  the  campus  between  4th 
and  5th  Avenues  and  the  block  south  of  Kirkham  from  130-D  and  65-D  to 
40-X,  a  change  consistent  with  the  ISAC  report.  There  is  no  develop- 
ment now  contemplated  in  this  area. 

b.  On  the  School  of  Dentistry  site  in  the  northern  half  of  the  same  block 
next  to  Parnassus,  a  change  in  the  configuration  of  the  130-D  and  65-D 
districts,  to  place  65-D  along  both  5th  Avenue  and  Parnassus  and  reduce 
the  130-D  area  in  size.    This  would  appear  to  meet  the  main  objectives 
of  the  ISAC  report. 
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c.  In  the  area  of  the  contemplated  University  library,  reduction  of  the 
west  side  of  3rd  Avenue  and  the  area  along  Irving  Street  from  65-D 
and  130-D  to  40-X,  and  reduction  of  a  portion  of  the  130-D  area  to 
65-D.    On  balance,  these  changes  come  close  to  meeting  ISAC's  re- 
quest for  40-X  and  70-D  in  this  area. 

d.  Just  east  of  this  site,  reduction  from  130-D  to  80-D  up  to  Arguello. 
ISAC  has  asked  for  70-D,  but  the  existing  building  is  slightly  higher. 
Further  to  the  east,  where  ISAC  has  requested  80-D,  the  130-D  district 
would  remain,  but  the  existing  buildings  already  approach  this  height 
and  no  further  development  can  occur. 

e.  South  of  Parnassus,  over  most  of  the  Langley  Porter  building  and  along 
the  south  edge  of  the  campus,  reduction  from  200-F  to  65-D  with  some 
additional  Open  Space.    The  new  height  limit  requires  a  stepping  down 
next  to  Sutro  Forest.     ISAC  has  asked  for  Open  Space  in  more  of  this 
area,  but  nearly  all  of  it  is  now  developed  with  buildings. 

f.  West  of  the  concentrated  area  of  high  towers,  reduction  from  200-F  to 
130-D,  and  to  40-X  and  Open  Space  in  the  southern  arm  next  to  4th  Ave- 
nue.    ISAC  requested  80-D  and  Open  Space  in  these  areas.     In  the  high 
tower  area,  the  district  would  remain  200-F,  as  opposed  to  the  180-D 
and  65-D  requested  by  ISAC. 

It  is  the  Department's  view  that  these  changes  go  a  long  way  toward  accom- 
modating both  the  very  real  concerns  of  the  neighborhood  and  the  needs  of  the 
University. 

Change  as  indicated  above. 

4.  South  slope  of  Mount  Sutro     (Sheet  6) 

Another  request  by  ISAC  was  for  reconsideration  of  the  boundary  between  Open 
Space  and  development  area  on  the  south  slope  of  Mount  Sutro.     It  was  said  that  no 
further  University  housing  should  be  permitted  on  this  UC  land,  and  that  therefore 
the  40-X  district  should  be  cut  back. 

The  area  for  development  has  already  been  significantly  reduced  below  what  UC 
had  planned.    The  40-X  area  not  yet  developed  is  deep  within  the  forest  and  hidden 
from  the  rest  of  the  city.    The  University  does  intend  to  preserve  other  parts  of 
Mount  Sutro  free  of  development.    No  change  is  recommended. 

No  change. 

5.  Along  Warren  Drive,  east  of  Locksley    (Sheet  6) 

The  owner  of  property  along  Warren  Drive,  just  east  of  Locksley  Avenue,  re- 
quested that  the  limit  on  this  unbuilt  lot  be  increased  from  40-X  to  50-X.    A  50- 
foot  building  has  been  designed  to  avoid  excavation  into  the  rock  and  to  help  hide 
an  old  quarry  scar  at  the  rear  of  the  site.    The  Sunset  Towers  apartments,  imme- 
diately to  the  north,  are  88  feet  high. 
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-  9  - 


The  change  requested  would  result  in  a  50-foot  limit  on  one  site  in  the  midst 
of  a  large  40-foot  area.    A  50-foot  building  would  have  only  a  limited  effect  in 
hiding  the  quarry  scar,  which  rises  to  a  considerable  height.     Since  only  a  part  of 
this  site  is  capable  of  development,  it  may  be  that  the  number  of  units  in  the 
proposed  building  should  be  reduced.    A  height  limit  change  is  not  recommended. 

No  change. 


6.  Saint  Mary's  Hospital     (Sheet  6) 

The  proposed  limits  are  quite  restrictive  with  respect  to  any  further  develop- 
ment at  Saint  Mary's  Hospital.    The  Hospital  staff  has  pointed  out  that  the  80-foot 
limit  proposed  along  Fulton  Street  between  Stanyan  and  Shrader  has  required  a  re- 
assessment of  the  hospital  extension  now  being  planned.    The  staff  of  our  Depart- 
ment will  work  closely  with  the  Hospital  architects,  however,  and  it  is  hoped  that 
the  new  building  can  be  kept  within  the  80-foot  limit.     No  change  is  recommended. 

No  change. 


7.  Stanyan  Street  between  Oak  and  Frederick    (Sheet  6) 

A  moderate  concern  was  expressed  with  respect  to  the  50- foot  limit  along 
Stanyan  Street,  but  the  Haight-Ashbury  Neighborhood  Council  appeared  to  accept  the 
limit  with  a  constructive  statement  that  it  would  scrutinize  proposals  for  future 
development  along  this  street.    The  Department  will  be  pleased  to  consult  with 
HANC  in  that  regard.    No  change  is  recommended. 

No  change. 

8.  Irving  Street  between  14th  and  24th  Avenues     (Sheets  5  and  6) 

There  was  a  variety  of  criticism  of  the  heights  of  160,  105  and  65  feet  pro- 
posed for  Irving  Street  in  the  vicinity  of  19th  Avenue.     It  was  said  that  the  amount 
of  development  permitted,  if  it  in  fact  occurred,  would  overload  the  streets  and 
other  services,  change  the  scale  and  quality  of  the  area,  and  have  undesirable 
effects  upon  the  Park  and  on  views.    There  were  some  requests  that  all  of  Irving 
Street  have  a  limit  of  only  40  feet,  but  other  comments  preferred  reduction  to 
some  height  greater  than  40  feet. 

Along  Irving  the  section  of  greatest  commercial  activity  is  in  the  few  blocks 
west  of  19th  Avenue,  while  the  blocks  east  of  19th  are  much  less  developed.  In 
addition,  the  blocks  east  of  19th  are  below  Sunset  Heights  and  are  important  for 
views  from  the  lower  slope  of  the  hill.    Of  the  street  views,  the  most  significant 
is  that  coming  out  of  Golden  Gate  Park  to  the  south,  where  the  outlook  along  19th 
Avenue  and  toward  the  hills  to  the  southwest  is  outstanding.    These  factors  argue 
for  reduction  of  the  limit  east  of  19th  Avenue  to  40  feet,  and  a  reduction  to  40 
feet  for  the  properties  just  west  of  19th  as  well. 
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For  the  remainder  of  the  area  west  of  19th,  it  is  recommended  that  the  160- 
foot  height  be  reduced  to  105  feet,  giving  a  total  of  two  and  two-thirds  blocks 
with  a  105-foot  limit  and  one  and  one-half  blocks  with  a  65-foot  limit.  These 
heights  would  recognize  a  major  commercial  area  in  the  Sunset  without  adverse 
effects  for  the  surrounding  area. 

Change  to  40-X  to  the  east  of  a  line  just  west  of  19th  Avenue;  change  the 
remaining  160-A  to  105 -A. 

9.  Taraval  between  19th  and  33rd  Avenues,  and  between  38th  and  40th  Avenues 
(Sheet  5) 

Reactions  to  the  65-foot  limit  proposed  for  Taraval  Street  were  mixed.  Some 
comments  favored  reduction  in  height  or  in  length  of  the  district,  while  others 
indicated  that  this  height  would  not  be    detrimental  and  might  help  to  stimulate 
needed  development  on  the  street.     In  addition,  in  the  block  between  32nd  and  33rd 
Avenues  the  owners  of  all  but  two  properties  petitioned  for  extension  of  the  65- 
foot  district  for  one  more  block. 

The  Department  staff  feels  that  on  the  basis  of  all  the  comments  the  district 
should  be  considered  too  long  for  a  height  of  65  feet.     It  is  recommended  that  that 
height  be  retained  only  for  the  eastern  part  of  the  district,  up  to  27th  Avenue 
where  the  commercial  area  becomes  less  active  and  the  street  grade  changes,  and 
that  the  height  then  be  50  feet  to  32nd  Avenue,  with  an  extension  of  one  block  to 
33rd.    The  district  between  38th  and  40th  Avenues  is  quite  isolated  and  should  be 
eliminated  by  a  reduction  to  40  feet. 

Change  65-A  to  50-X  from  27th  to  32nd  Avenue  and  40-X  to  50-X  from  32nd 
to  33rd  Avenue;  change  65-A  to  40-X  from  38th  to  40th  Avenue. 

10.  Sunset  Reservoir    (Sheet  5) 

No  comment  was  made  in  connection  with  the  hearings  as  to  the  40-foot  limit 
proposed  on  the  periphery  of  the  Sunset  Reservoir.     It  has  been  made  very  apparent, 
however,  that  residents  of  this  area  would  not  favor  any  development  on  the  re- 
servoir, for  middle  income  housing  or  otherwise.    Furthermore,  the  economic  fea- 
sibility of  such  housing  is  questionable.     It  is  recommended  that  the  district  be 
changed  to  Open  Space  for  the  entire  reservoir. 

Change  40-X  to  OS  on  the  periphery  of  the  reservoir. 

11.  Stonestown,  north  of  Winston  Drive  and  west  of  Buckingham  Way    (Sheet  13) 

The  developers  of  Stonestown  have  indicated  in  a  letter  that  they  may  wish  in 
the  future  to  build  two  office  buildings  and  one  apartment  building,  all  to  a 
height  of  up  to  100  feet,  just  west  of  the  shopping  center  and  north  of  their 
existing  apartment  towers. 
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The  Department  staff  has  not  passed  judgment  on  the  idea  of  three  additional 
towers,  although  it  is  clear  that  there  would  be  a  number  of  disadvantages,  in- 
cluding an  effect  upon  views  from  the  east.    In  addition,  however,  nearly  all  the 
land  in  this  site  is  zoned  R-3,  in  which  development  of  this  type  would  not  be 
permitted  regardless  of  the  height  limit.     It  is  recommended  that  the  district 
remain  40-X. 

No  change. 

12.  S tones town  Apartments ,  Parkmerced,  San  Francisco  State  College,  Sloat 
Boulevard  at  Great  Highway    (Sheet  13) 

Among  the  sweeping  statements  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  was  the  request  that 
in  the  vicinity  of  Lake  Merced  no  existing  buildings  should  be  recognized,  and  no 
future  buildings  should  be  permitted,  above  a  height  of  40  feet.    This  includes 
the  Stones  town  and  Parkmerced  apartment  towers  which  occupy  all  of  four  areas  zoned 
for  a  height  of  130  feet  on  the  map,  and  which  are  limited  to  their  present  form 
by  zoning  stipulations  that  go  back  for  many  years. 

The  request  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  also  extends  to  San  Francisco  State 
College,  which  is  not  subject  to  City  regulations,  but  where  the  limits  of  40  feet 
nearest  19th  Avenue  and  130  feet  nearest  Lake  Merced  Boulevard  are  intended  to 
encourage  future  development  to  move  toward  the  west,  away  from  smaller-scale 
residential  areas. 

Finally,  this  request  extends  to  Sloat  Boulevard  at  Great  Highway,  where  a 
100-foot  limit  was  put  into  effect  several  years  ago  after  careful  study,  where  new 
development  ought  to  be  stimulated  in  an  area  in  which  views  would  not  be  affected, 
and  where  no  other  source  has  objected  to  this  height.    There  were,  in  fact,  no 
other  objections  with  respect  to  any  of  the  heights  on  this  map  sheet. 

No  change. 

13.  Ocean  Avenue  from  Manor  to  Phelan    (Sheet  12) 

Along  Ocean  Avenue  from  Manor  Drive  to  City  College,  there  was  concern  from 
nearby  residents  that  the  65-foot  limit  proposed  would  affect  views  from  the 
sloping  residential  streets  and  could  add  to  traffic  congestion  that  has  already 
become  a  difficult  problem.    Existing  development,  both  on  Ocean  Avenue  and  on  the 
slopes  to  either  side,  is  low  and  spread  out,  and  the  street  carries  considerable 
through  traffic. 

It  is  recommended  that  these  neighborhood  concerns  be  met  by  reduction  of  the 
height  limit  to  40  feet.    Such  a  limit  will  continue  the  low  intensity  of  buildings 
along  the  street,  preserve  views  from  the  street  and  across  it  from  the  hillsides, 
and  maintain  the  valley  form  in  this  corridor.    The  40-foot  district  should  include 
the  entire  south  side  of  Ocean  Avenue,  and  should  extend  to  the  midpoint  between 
Plymouth  and  Brighton  Avenues  on  the  north  side.    This  last  change  will  maintain  a 
certain  development  potential  on  the  southernmost  reservoir  next  to  City  College, 
but  will  pull  back  the  65-foot  area  from  residential  properties. 
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Change  to  40-X  on  all  of  the  south  side  of  Ocean,  and  on  the  north  side 
from  Manor  Drive  to  the  midpoint  between  Plymouth  and  Brighton. 

14.  City  College  of  San  Francisco    (Sheet  12) 

Questions  were  raised  as  to  the  need  for  limits  as  high  as  80  and  160  feet 
for  City  College.    Those  raising  these  questions  seemed  to  feel  the  College  might 
fill  out  this  envelope  if  it  were  provided.    In  that  event,  views  would  be  affected 
and  the  amount  of  building  area  would  be  quite  large. 

The  architects  for  City  College  do  not  contemplate  a  great  deal  of  expansion, 
and  in  no  event  would  any  future  building  be  higher  than  105  feet  on  the  main 
block.     It  is  recommended  that  the  160-foot  limit  be  reduced  to  105  feet  with  a 
65-foot  district  along  Ocean  Avenue  to  provide  a  transition  to  the  south,  and  that 
the  80-foot  limit  at  the  north  end  of  the  campus  be  reduced  to  65  feet. 

Change  160-E  to  105-E,  and  to  65-A.for  a  depth  of  200  feet  from  Ocean; 
change  80-A  to  65 -A. 

15.  Geneva  Car  Barns     (Sheet  12) 

In  view  of  other  reductions  recommended  throughout  the  city,  the  Department 
staff  has  reconsidered  the  limits  of  240,  200  and  130  feet  for  the  Geneva  Car 
Barns.    There  was  almost  no  objection  to  these  heights  at  the  hearings,  and  none 
at  all  from  nearby  areas,  but  they  should  be  considered  too  great  in  view  of  other 
changes  now  recommended. 

The  car  barns  will  have  to  be  rebuilt,  and  at  a  future  time,  probably  five 
years  or  more  from  now,  there  is  an  opportunity  for  platform  development  over  the 
new  MUNI  facility,  immediately  next  to  a  BART  station.    The  height  limits  must  take 
account  of  the  platform  as  part  of  any  new  development.    A  limit  of  160  feet  over 
the  main  block  here,  rather  than  240  feet,  would  permit  the  maximum  for  reinforced 
concrete  construction  to  be  reached,  while  a  limit  of  105  feet  to  the  south,  rather 
than  200  feet,  should  be  sufficient  where  no  platform  is  required.    The  130-foot 
limit  next  to  existing  housing  to  the  south  should  be  reduced  to  40  feet. 


Change  240-E  to  160-E;  change  200-E  to  105-E;  change  130-A  to  40-X 
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SOUTHEAST  SECTION 

16.  Mission-Geneva-Ocean  area  (Sheets  11  and  12) 

On  Mission  Street  from  the  Southern  Freeway  to  Geneva  Avenue,  and  on  portions 
of  Geneva  and  Ocean  Avenues,  there  are  extensive  areas  shown  with  a  65-foot  height 
limit.    No  specific  expressions  of  opinion  were  heard  for  or  against  this  limit, 
but  in  order  that  the  height  in  this  area  may  be  consistent  with  the  treatment  of 
other  commercial  districts  elsewhere  in  the  city  it  is  recommended  that  the  higher 
districts  here  be  reduced  in  size.    The  revised  65-foot  districts  would  cover  only 
the  more  intensive  areas  near  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Ocean,  and  near  the 
intersection  of  Mission  and  Geneva.    A  height  limit  of  50  feet  should  be  maintained 
at  the  Jewish  Home  for  the  Aged  at  Mission  and  Silver,  in  order  to  permit  further 
development  of  the  Home  at  its  existing  scale. 

Change  65-A  on  Ocean  west  of  Alemany  and  Ruth  to  40-X;  change  65-A 
on  Mission  between  Onondaga  and  Seneca  to  40-X;  change  65-A  on  Geneva 
east  of  Paris  to  40-X;     change  the  block  bounded  by  Mission,  Silver, 
Lisbon  and  Avalon  to  50-X;  change  65-A  on  the  remainder  of  Mission 
north  of  Norton  and  Brazil  to  40-X. 


17.  Pacific  Telephone  equipment  buildings  (Sheets  11,  10,  7,  2  and  3) 

In  the  Mission  and  Ocean  area,  at  Alemany  and  Onondaga,  Pacific  Telephone  has 
one  of  five  outlying  equipment  buildings  about  which  it  has  expressed  some  concern 
in  relation  to  these  height  limits.    The  others  are  at  3rd  Street  and  Paul,  25th 
Street  and  Capp,  Pine  and  Steiner,  and  9th  Avenue  and  Geary.     Some  are  within  the 
proposed  height  limits  and  some  are  not,  but  most  have  been  expanded  recently.  A 
need  for  further  expansions  is  likely  to  be  10  years  or  more  away.     It  is  the 
Department  staff's  view  that  if  expansions  are  required  in  future  years  they  should 
be  kept  within  the  established  height  limits. 

No  change. 

18.  Glen  Park  BART  station  area  (Sheet  11) 

A  strong  request  was  made  by  an  individual  property  owner  and  businessman  in 
the  Glen  Park  area  that  a  substantial  height  be  permitted  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Glen  Park  BART  station,  perhaps  as  high  as  240  feet.    The  request  was  made  on  the 
basis  that  Glen  Park  will  become  a  transportation  center  with  great  development 
potential . 

Height  limits  for  transit  station  areas  should  be  established  in  accordance 
with  the  ability  of  each  area  to  absorb  and  benefit  from  intensive  development, 
and  not  merely  on  the  basis  of  good  access.    That  is  the  way  station  areas  are 
being  treated  elsewhere  in  the  city.    Glen  Park  is  extremely  sensitive  in  scale, 
with  a  small  commercial  district  surrounded  by  neighborhoods  of  low  intensity. 
There  are  no  major  destination  points  or  large  development  sites  near  the  station, 
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aad  the  station  is  intended  primarily  for  use  by  nearby  residents.  A  height  limit 
greater  than  40  feet  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  character  of  Glen  Park  and  its 
proper  future  scale.    This  limit  ought  to  be  retained. 

No  change. 

19.  Northeast  Paul  and  Bayshore  (Sheet  10) 

In  the  65-foot  district  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Paul  Avenue  and  Bayshore 
Boulevard,  extending  up  to  Egbert,  several  owners  have  requested  an  increase  to  80 
feet.    Their  objective  would  appear  to  be  construction  of  office  buildings  in  an 
industrial  district. 

The  65-foot  limit  was  established  in  this  block  for  two  major  reasons.  One 
is  that  65  feet  is  the  greatest  height  needed  for  industrial  development,  and  some 
other  industrial  areas  in  fact  have  limits  of  only  40  or  50  feet.    The  second 
reason  is  that  the  magnificent  view  from  the  freeway  northward  at  this  entrance 
to  the  city  would  be  blocked  by  structures  built  to  a  limit  higher  than  65  feet. 
Furthermore,  a  limit  of  65  feet  measured  from  Paul  Avenue  will  permit  a  structure 
approximately  80  feet  above  grade  toward  the  center  of  the  block  without  obstruction 
of  the  view,  due  to  the  drop  of  topography.    The  65-foot  limit  should  not  be  changed. 

No  change. 

20.  Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard  (Sheet  9) 

At  the  Hunters  Point  Naval  Shipyard,  the  Department  of  the  Navy  has  objected 
formally  to  height  and  bulk  zoning  for  the  government  installations.    The  limits 
proposed,  however,  40-X,  65-J  and  a  small  area  of  130-D,  are  consistent  with  the 
Navy's  plans  as  they  are  known  to  this  Department.     In  addition,  of  course,  the 
City  cannot  enforce  zoning  regulations  against  the  Shipyard.    But  this  does  not 
mean  that  the  Shipyard  should  be  excluded  from  the  zoning  map,  and  the  limits 
shown  should  be  left  as  they  are. 

No  change. 

21.  Islais  Creek:  Produce  Market  area,  and  3rd  and  Army  Streets  area  (Sheets  8  and 
10) 

As  to  several  areas  around  Potrero  Hill,  the  Potrero  Hill  Residents  and 
Homeowners  Council  expressed  concern  about  possible  blocking  of  views  or  other 
encroachment  close  to  the  hill.    Two  of  these  areas  are  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Produce  Market  with  a  limit  of  105  feet,  and  at  3rd  and  Army  Streets  with  limits 
of  105  and  130  feet. 
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These  two  industrial  areas  have  easy  access  and  would  be  good  locations  for 
more  intensive  development,  in  contrast  to  many  other  industrial  areas  where 
development  ought  to  be  kept  quite  low.    Higher  buildings  would  help  to  obscure 
the  elevated  freeway  without  destroying  significant  freeway  views.    There  would, 
however,  be  a  slight  effect  on  views  from  Potrero  Hill,  and  an  even  greater  effect 
upon  views  from  the  Hunters  Point  Ridge.    Both  areas  should  be  scaled  downward  to 
a  maximum  of  80  feet,  with  a  65-foot  limit  in  the  present  105-foot  area  near  Army 
Street. 

Change  105-E  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Produce  Market  to  80-E; 
near  Army  Street,  change  130-E  to  80-E  and  105-E  to  65- J. 

22.  Block  bounded  by  Army,  Evans  and  Marin  Streets  and  the  Southern  Pacific 
right-of-way  (Sheet  8) 

The  owners  of  one  industrial  plant,  the  American  Smelting  and  Refining  Company 
at  Islais  Creek,  have  stated  a  concern  about  a  65-foot  height  limit,  noting  that 
some  new  process  or  product  not  yet  known  might  require  a  special  structure  more 
than  65  feet  in  height. 

This  concern  presents  a  hypothetical  rather  than  a  real  case  for  greater 
height.     In  addition,  the  height  and  bulk  limitations  exempt  certain  types  of 
industrial  equipment  such  as  cranes  and  smokestacks  so  that  improvements  of  some 
kinds  in  industrial  plants  will  not  be  limited.    No  change  is  recommended. 

No  change. 

23.  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  (Sheet  8) 

Objections  were  raised,  mainly  by  the  Mission  Coalition  Organization,  to  the 
limit  of  160  feet  for  San  Francisco  General  Hospital.     It  was  said  that  this 
limit  could  be  lower  and  still  accommodate  the  hospital's  needs. 

Since  the  earlier  planning  for  San  Francisco  General,  the  total  scope  of 
development  has  been  reduced,  and  there  will  be  no  buildings  higher  than  105  feet. 
The  limit  should  be  reduced  to  that  height. 

Change  to  105-E. 


24.  Industrial  area  immediately  north  of  Potrero  Hill  (Sheet  8) 

Further  interest  on  Potrero  Hill  focused  upon  the  industrial  area  at  the  bottom 
of  the  northern  slope  of  the  hill.    A  limit  of  65  feet  in  this  area,  it  was  said, 
could  lead  to  obstruction  of  views  from  houses  on  the  lower  part  of  the  slope. 

A  careful  review  of  this  area  shows  that  such  blocking  of  views  could,  in 
fact,  occur.    The  greatest  problem  is  closest  to  the  houses  where  the  industrial 
area  reaches  up  the  lower  slope.    Further  to  the  north  the  land  is  flat  and  buildings 
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of  slightly  greater  height  would  not  impose  upon  the  plane  of  the  views.  The 
limit  should  be  reduced  to  40  feet  north  to  16th  Street,  except  at  the  eastern 
and  western  sides,  and  the  remainder  of  the  65-foot  district  should  be  reduced  to 
50  feet,  the  height  of  the  Southern-Embarcadero  Freeway  in  this  area. 

Change  65- J  to  40-X  in  the  inner  area  bounded  by  17th,  De  Haro, 
16th,  Texas  Street  extended,  17th  and  Mississippi,  and  change  the 
remainder  to  50-X. 

25.  Southern  Pacific  and  Santa  Fe  railyards  (Sheet  8) 

Further  concern  was  expressed  as  to  the  potential  effect  of  high  development 
on  the  Southern  Pacific  and  Santa  Fe  railyards  upon  Potrero  Hill  views  northeastward 
toward  the  Bay  Bridge. 

Although  the  feasibility  of  development  over  these  railyards  is  yet  to  be 
proven,  it  is  possible  that  a  platform  could  be  constructed  40  or  50  feet  above 
the  tracks  as  a  base  for  new  uses,  including  residential.    This  gives  the  city  a 
significant  land  resource  in  those  yards.    While  this  opportunity  should  not  be 
eliminated  by  lower  height  limits,  it  is  recommended  that  the  130-foot  area 
nearest  the  Bay  be  reduced  to  80  feet,  and  that  the  240-foot  area  be  changed  to 
a  limit  of  200  feet.    A  height  of  200  feet  is  below  a  significant  part  of  the  hill, 
and  that  limit  covers  a  relatively  small  portion  of  the  site.     It  is  expected  that 
any  development  over  the  yards  will  be  carefully  reviewed,  and  that  the  number  of 
towers  to  be  built  will  be  limited. 

Change  130-A  to  80-B;  change  240-E  to  200-E. 

26.  Valencia,  South  Van  Ness  and  the  industrial  area  north  of  20th  Street  (Sheets 
7  and  8) 

In  its  well  presented  report,  the  Mission  Coalition  Organization  suggested 
that  the  areas  in  the  Mission  with  a  50-foot  limit,  along  Valencia,  along  South 
Van  Ness  and  north  of  20th  Street,  be  changed  to  40  feet.    This  request  assumed, 
however,  that  it  might  be  reasonable  for  exceptions  to  be  granted  in  these  areas 
for  housing  for  people  with  low  and  moderate  incomes.    That  type  of  exception  from 
height  limits  is  not  a  feasible  device  in  zoning,  and  it  appears  preferable  to  keep 
the  limit  of  50  feet.    This  limit  would  permit  four  floors  of  wood  frame  construc- 
tion over  a  concrete  garage  level,  which  is  normally  the  densest  form  suitable  for 
the  family  housing  MC0  seeks  to  build. 

No  change. 

27.  The  Mission  corridor  (Sheet  7) 

By  far  the  greatest  concern  of  the  MCO  was  along  the  Mission  corridor.  Both 
they  and  the  Mission  Merchants  Association  cited  traffic  congestion  and  the 
possibility  that  some  present  uses  would  be  driven  out  by  higher  buildings.  Of 
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special  interest  was  the  existing  housing  on  Capp,  Bartlett  and  other  streets 
paralleling  Mission  that  were  included  under  the  more  generous  height  limits. 
Heights  as  great  as  160  and  240  feet  immediately  adjacent  to  the  transit  stations 
were  seen  as  a  threat  to  the  scale  of  Mission  Street  and  a  means  of  bringing 
development  to  the  Mission  that  ought  to  be  located  downtown.    The  MCO  presented 
an  alternate  height  limits  map  with  all  heights  scaled  downward  and  the  higher 
area  narrowed  to  half  its  former  width.    On  the  other,  hand,  there    was  no  specific 
support  for  the  limits  originally  proposed, and  only  one  property  owner  requested 
a  greater  height. 

The  map  proposed  by  the  MCO  is  extremely  reasonable.     It  would  permit  105 
feet  within  a  half  block  of  both  the  16th  and  the  24th  Street  stations,  with  80 
feet  for  the  remainder  of  the  first  block  in  each  case  and  65  feet  beyond.  The 
two  blocks  between  19th  and  21st  Streets  would  be  reduced  to  50  feet.     It  is 
recommended  that  the  MCO  map  be  substituted  for  the  original  proposal,  with  several 
minor  modifications.    These  are  (1)  that  the  65-foot  district  be  pulled  farther 
eastward  toward  Mission  to  exclude  housing  along  San  Carlos;  (2)  that  the  boundaries 
generally  follow  lot  lines  rather  than  straight  lines  through  the  blocks;  (3) 
that  the  bulk  designation  for  each  district,  rather  than  "A"  as  requested  by  MCO, 
be  "B"  for  the  65-  and  80-foot  districts  and  "E"  for  the  105-foot  districts;  and 
(4)  that  the  65-foot  limits  not  extend  north  of  14th  Street  or  south  of  26th  Street. 

All  limits  outside  the  higher  corridor  would  be  50-X,  and  it  is  also 
recommended  that  the  65-foot  district  south  of  26th  Street  be  reduced  to  50-X 
with  one  exception.    This  exception  would  be  the  eastern  half  of  the  block  bounded 
by  Army,  Guerrero,  27th  and  the  vacated  portion  of  San  Jose,  where  the  65-A 
district  should  be  retained  on  property  to  be  developed  by  St.  Luke's  Hospital. 

Change  as  indicated  above. 

28.  Outer  Market  Street  area  (Sheet  7) 

In  the  outer  Market  Street  area,  there  was  greater  diversity  of  opinion  than 
anywhere  else  in  the  city.     Considerable  sentiment  was  expressed  both  for  and 
against  development,  and  both  greater  and  lesser  heights  were  suggested  for 
portions  of  the  area.    Traffic,  scale,  views,  displacement  of  existing  uses  and 
appearance  of  new  buildings  were  all  of  concern. 

Despite  the  differences  in  emphasis  and  in  inclinations  toward  development, 
there  were  certain  predominant  opinions  in  the  testimony.      First,  there  was  wide- 
spread agreement  that  Castro  Street  should  be  reduced  from  50-X  to  40-X  to  avoid 
any  threat  to  the  scale  and  the  existing  shops  on  that  street.     It  is  recommended 
that  this  change  be  made . 

Second,  it  was  generally  felt  that  the  higher  district  or  districts  should 
not  include  all  the  commercially-zoned  properties  but  should  be  trimmed  back  on 
side  streets  except  near  the  two  transit  stations.     It  is  recommended  that  this  be 
done,  through  a  reduction  to  40-X  along  Noe,  Sanchez  and  14th  Streets,  at  the 
Safeway  store  on  Duboce,  and  at  the  UC  Extension  above  Waller,  all  north  of  Market; 
and  along  Noe,  16th  and  Clinton  Park  south  of  Market. 
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Third,  there  was  more  support  for  height  at  the  stations  than  between  them 
where  access  will  be  less  good  and  views  from  the  slopes  north  of  Market  will  be 
more  directly  affected.    In  recognition  of  these  facts  it  is  recommended  that  the 
limits  from  approximately  the  midpoint  between  Castro  and  Noe  to  the  midpoint 
between  Sanchez  and  Church  be  reduced  to  50-X. 

In  addition,  the  Castro  station  area  was  generally  regarded  as  more  sensitive 
to  the  effects  of  new  development  than  the  Church  Street  station.    Castro  is 
farther  from  downtown  and  more  closely  surrounded  by  established  housing  and 
stores.    It  is  recommended  that  the  district  in  the  Castro  station  area  be  reduced 
to  65-B.    From  the  Church  Street  station  inward,  the  district  would  remain  80-B, 
with  the  reductions  in  area  described  earlier. 

Change  as  indicated  above. 

29.  Central  Freeway  to  9th  Street  (Sheets  2  and  7) 

Comments  relating  to  outer  Market  were  also  extended  beyond  the  Central 
Freeway  to  the  greater  heights  near  the  Civic  Center.    These  heights,  it  was  said, 
were  well  above  existing  development  and  could  lead  to  extension  of  downtown  up  to 
the  Central  Freeway  and  perhaps  to  outer  Market.    Views  of  downtown  through  this 
same  area  were  also  a  consideration. 

The  Department  staff  believes  these  heights  are  not  necessary  and  should  be 
scaled  downward.    The  400-1  district  in  the  Market-Van  Ness  vicinity  and  eastward 
to  9th  Street  should  be  reduced  to  320-1,  the  240-H  district  just  west  of  that  to 
160-H,  the  160-F  district  next  to  the  freeway  to  105-E,  and  the  130- J  district 
south  of  these  to  105-J. 

Two  further  reductions  are  indicated  along  the  freeway.     In  reconsidering 
the  heights  in  this  area  the  Department  paid  close  attention  to  views  outward 
from  the  freeway  and  concluded  (1)  that  the  40-X  district  should  be  extended  a 
half  block  farther  to  the  west,  reaching  Mission  Street  from  Plum  to  14th;  and  (2) 
that  in  order  to  protect  the  view  out  over  the  Mission  as  it  is  seen  moving  south- 
east, the  50-X  district  in  the  vicinity  of  Duboce  should  be  extended  to  include 
the  area  between  the  freeway  and  Elgin  Park,  as  well  as  the  south  side  of  Duboce 
to  Guerrero.    These  two  changes  are  also  recommended. 

Change  as  indicated  above. 

30.  Northwest  South  Van  Ness  and  13th  Street  (Sheet  7) 

At  South  Van  Ness  and  13th  Street,  the  James  H.  Barry  Company,  a  printing 
firm,  owns  and  occupies  a  property  with  an  existing  one-story  building.    The  firm 
states  that  it  plans  to  expand  its  building  and  requests  that  the  40-foot  limit 
on  this  property  be  increased  to  the  height  of  the  adjacent  district.    With  the 
changes  described  earlier,  the  limit  north  of  this  property  would  be  105  feet,  and 
the  limit  to  the  west  would  be  40  feet. 
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A  definite  scheme  for  expansion  of  the  printing  plant  has  not  been  seen,  and 

it  appears  that  one  has  not  been  drawn  up.    The  panoramic  view  from  the  freeway 

at  this  point  is  extremely  important,  and  it  would  be  obscured  by  development 
higher  than  40  feet.    The  change  is  not  recommended. 

No  change. 
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NORTHEAST  SECTION 

31.  Downtown  generally  (Sheets  1,  2  and  7) 

In  the  downtown  area,  there  were  only  a  few  statements  of  general  application. 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow  felt  that  the  limits  were  too  high,  especially  the  700-foot 
limit  at  the  center  of  the  office  district,  and  that  organization  also  asked  for 
"at  least  a  100%  decrease"  in  limits  South  of  Market.     In  response  it  should  be 
pointed  out  that  the  700-foot  limit  covers  only  a  few  sites  actually  available  for 
development,  and  that  other  limits  step  down  significantly  from  the  center,  espe- 
cially South  of  Market.     In  the  South  of  Market  area,  residents  have  indicated 
that  they  prefer  limits  of  approximately  130  feet.    Elsewhere  downtown,  other 
comments  applied  mainly  to  individual  properties.    No  general  change  is  recommended. 

No  change. 

32.  Lincoln  Elementary  School,  Harrison  west  of  4th  (Sheet  1) 

One  request  for  an  increase  came  from  the  Unified  School  District,  which 
expects  to  dispose  of  the  Lincoln  Elementary  School  on  Harrison  west  of  4th  and 
would  prefer  an  increase  in  the  limit  from  50  to  80  feet.     Such  a  change  would  be 
extremely  inappropriate  because  it  would  upset  the  principle  of  tapering  heights 
toward  the  edge  of  downtown  at  the  freeway,  and  because  it  would  impose  greater 
height  where  broad  views  from  the  freeway  are  at  stake.    Furthermore,  the  ability 
of  the  School  District  to  command  a  higher  price  in  a  land  sale  should  not  be  a 
consideration.    This  height  should  not  be  changed. 

No  change. 

33.  BAETA  (KQED)  property,  northwest  2nd  and  Harrison  (Sheet  1) 

Another  owner  wishing  to  dispose  of  property  is  the  Bay  Area  Educational 
Television  Association  at  the  corner  of  2nd  and  Harrison.    An  increase  is  requested 
here  from  80  to  105  feet.    At  this  point  the  freeway  elevation  is  higher  than 
farther  west,  and  the  80-foot  limit  is  necessary  to  maintain  the  tapering  principle 
and  retain  the  freeway  views.    Although  rock  conditions  prevent  extensive  excavation 
on  this  site,  an  80-foot  height  should  be  sufficient  for  marketing  and  development 
of  the  property.    No  change  is  recommended. 

No  change. 

34.  Pacific  Telephone  equipment  building,  southwest  2nd  and  Folsom  (Sheet  1) 

At  the  southwest  corner  of  2nd  and  Folsom  Pacific  Telephone  has  a  downtown 
equipment  building  nearing  completion.    This  building  is  already  170  feet  high  in 
a  130-foot  district,  and  Pacific  Telephone  has  indicated  its  intention  to  add 
further  stories  within  several  years,  up  to  a  height  of  approximatly  260  feet. 
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Such  an  addition  not  only  would  further  violate  the  height  limit,  but  it  would 
exceed  the  floor  area  ratio  limit  for  this  site.     It  is  the  Department  staff's 
belief  that  Pacific  Telephone  should  consider  an  alternative  means  of  expanding 
its  services,  without  further  contemplating  this  increase  in  height.    The  existing 
building  already  exceeds  the  height  appropriate  on  this  site.    No  change  is 
recommended. 

No  change. 

35.  153  Steuart  Street,  between  Mission  and  Howard  (Sheet  1) 

The  owner  of  a  small  lot  between  Steuart  and  The  Embarcadero,  near  the  YMCA, 
has  requested  an  increase  from  84  feet,  as  proposed,  to  the  240-foot  limit  that 
applies  west  of  Steuart  Street.    The  objective  would  be  to  have  development  rise 
well  above  the  Embarcadero  Freeway.     Such  a  change  would  run  counter  to  the  stepping 
down  of  height  toward  the  water  all  along  The  Embarcadero,  and  no  change  is 
recommended. 

No  change. 

36.  Block  bounded  by  California,  Sansome,  Pine  and  Battery  (Sheet  1) 

In  the  more  intensively  developed  part  of  downtown,  a  number  of  owners  dis- 
cussed possible  height  increases  with  the  staff,  but  only  one  formal  request  for 
an  increase  was  made.    This  came  from  the  Robert  Dollar  Company,  which  owns  most 
of  the  block  bounded  by  California,  Sansome,  Pine  and  Battery.    The  increase  would 
be  from  500  to  600  feet,  extending  the  600-foot  district  away  from  Market  Street. 

This  is  not  a  question  of  total  development  potential,  since  a  500-foot  limit 
would  provide  for  quite  adequate  construction,  and  it  primarily  reflects  a  desire 
to  have  a  building  as  high  as  almost  any  other  building  downtown  with  good  views 
of  the  Bay.     Such  a  desire  cannot  be  accommodated  everywhere  in  the  downtown  area, 
and  undoubtedly  an  increase  of  height  on  this  block  would  provide  an  argument  for 
greater  heights  on  many  other  sites.    Both  the  700-  and  the  600-foot  districts 
are  intended  for  use  very  close  to  Market  Street  transit.    An  extension  to  the 
northwest  could  lead  to  a  scaling  upward  of  a  much  larger  area,  and  this  change 
would  impose  a  600-foot  district  against  a  450-foot  district  and  very  close  to  a 
400-foot  district.    A  height  of  500  feet  on  this  block  should  be  considered 
sufficient,  and  the  change  cannot  be  recommended. 

No  change. 

37.  Northwest  Bush  and  Lark in  (Sheet  2) 

At  an  earlier  time  there  was  a  request  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Bush  and 
Larkin  for  a  height  increase  from  130  to  160  feet  to  accommodate  a  project  proposed 
for  the  Safeway  property,  consisting  of  a  new  store  with  housing  above.  Although 
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this  project  had  been  planned  for  some  time,  its  height  has  been  scaled  downward 
in  response  to  the  height  limits  and  it  will  not  exceed  130  feet.    This  request 
has  been  withdrawn. 

No  change. 

38.  Hallidie  and  United  Nations  Plaza  areas  (Sheets  1  and  2) 

In  the  areas  surrounding  the  new  Hallidie  and  United  Nations  Plazas  on  Market 
Street,  a  quite  valid  point  was  raised  by  SPUR  as  to  the  need  for  further  protec- 
tion of  sunlight  and  sky  exposure  through  height  limits.     Both  plazas  will  become 
important  public  places  after  substantial  investments,  and  both  are  likely  to  have 
intensive  development  near  them.    Height  limit  protection  similar  to  that  at  Union 
Square  is  called  for. 

At  Hallidie  Plaza,  the  surrounding  limit  should  be  reduced  from  400  to  160 
feet,  the  height  of  the  Flood  Building.    The  new  160-G  district  would  include  the 
south  side  of  Market  from  5th  to  the  western  end  of  the  Retail  zoning  district, 
the  portion  of  the  Lincoln  Building  north  of  Stevenson  Street,  the  block  just  west 
of  the  plaza  to  Mason,  the  north  side  of  Eddy  Street,  and  both  sides  of  Powell 
north  to  Ellis.     In  addition  to  preserving  substantial  sunlight  for  the  plaza,  this 
limit  will  maintain  a  proper  scale  and  encourage  the  retention  of  existing  buildings. 

Just  north  of  the  new  district,  and  west  and  south  of  it  up  to  5th  Street,  the 
400-foot  limit  should  be  reduced  to  320  feet  to  conform  to  other  limits  in  the  area. 
With  the  change  recommended  earlier  south  of  the  Civic  Center,  this  change  will 
remove  all  heights  of  400  feet  west  of  5th  Street. 

United  Nations :  Plaza  presents  a  different  sort  of  problem.    As  compared  with 
Hallidie  Plaza  this  plaza  is  larger,  and  it  already  enjoys  height  protection  to 
the  southwest  and  west.    Activities  here  will  be  different  from  those  at  Hallidie 
Plaza.     The  only  adjacent  block  with  major  development  potential  is  on  the  south 
side  of  Market,  and  there  the  limit  is  240  feet.     The  City  Planning  Commission 
exercises  a  review  of  all  development  along  Market  Street,  and  this  review  can  be 
used  to  assure  that  new  buildings  are  spaced  to  avoid  an  unwarranted  obstruction 
of  sunlight.     It  is  recommended,  however,  that  the  bulk  limit  for  the  south  side 
of  Market,  from  7th  to  8th  and  as  far  south  as  Stevenson,  be  changed  from  "H"  to 
"G"  to  keep  lower  elements  of  any  development  here  under  a  height  of  80  feet. 

Change  as  indicated  above. 

39.  Block  bounded  by  7thT  Market ,  Leavenworth  and  McAllister;  southwest  Fulton 
and  Market  (Sheets  1  and  2) 

Owners  in  the  block  bounded  by  7th,  Market,  Leavenworth  and  McAllister  have 
asked  for  consideration  of  a  change  in  the  limits  in  that  block,  since  the  City 
and  BART  are  now  negotiating  for  expansion  of  United  Nations  Plaza.    A  limit  of 
80  feet  in  this  block  is  appropriate  either  with  or  without  public  acquisition, 
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as  part  of  the  limits  in  the  general  Civic  Center  area.    This  height  should  not 
be  changed. 

Another  type  of  change  is,  however,  appropriate.    Where  the  Open  Space  desig- 
nation is  shown  on  private  property,  both  along  Market  Street  in  this  block  and 
at  the  southwest  corner    of  Fulton  and  Market,  that  designation  is  premature  and 
it  should  not  be  imposed  until  the  properties  are  acquired.    The  limits  in  these 
two  locations  should  be  changed  to  80-X  until  acquisition  occurs. 

Change  OS  to  80-X  at  the  northwest  corner  of  7th  and  Market  and  the 
southwest  corner  of  Fulton  and  Market. 


40.  View  corridors  from  Geary  and  O'Farrell  Streets  through  the  South  of  Market 
area  (Sheet  1) 

In  its  report  on  the  height  and  bulk  proposals,  SPUR  suggested  that  the  view 
corridors  provided  at  California  and  Pine  Streets  be  repeated  for  other  east-west 
streets  through  the  South  of  Market  area.    Since  new  buildings  are  blocking  most 
other  street  views,  SPUR  asked  for  preservation  of  the  only  two  that  will  remain 
open,  at  Geary  and  O'Farrell  Streets,  by  imposition  of  a  100-foot  limit  on  narrow 
strips  of  land.    These  corridors  would  extend  for  a  mile  over  the  South  of  Market 
to  the  Bay. 

At  California  and  Pine  Streets,  where  height  limit  corridors  are  already 
provided,  the  distance  to  the  Bay  is  short  and  the  nature  of  new  development  is 
likely  to  preserve  not  only  the  narrow  street  corridor  but  the  openness  to  either 
side.    At  Geary  and  O'Farrell  Streets,  in  contrast,  the  distance  to  the  Bay  is 
great  and  it  is  not  likely  that  the  present  openness  can  be  maintained  without  a 
general  height  limit  of  100  feet  from  Market  Street  to  the  Bay.    The  views  from 
these  streets  are  now  over  a  fan-shaped  area  rather  than  through  a  corridor  limited 
to  the  width  of  the  street.     Preservation  of  the  corridors  SPUR  has  suggested  would 
result  only  in  two  narrow  slots  with  the  Bay  and  hills  barely  visible,  and  with 
the  maximum  view  locations  at  higher  elevations  considerably  west  of  Market.  SPUR's 
objective  is  admirable,  but  a  change  to  achieve  that  objective  is  not  considered 
practical. 

No  change. 

41.  Pier  areas  north  and  south  of  the  Ferry  Building  (Sheet  1) 

In  their  continuing  opposition  to  major  development  on  pier  areas,  several 
organizations  have  sought  to  re-open  the  question  of  heights  north  and  south  of 
the  Ferry  Building.    The  positions  taken  have  varied,  with  requests  for  flat  limits 
of  34,  65  or  40  feet  or  for  adjustment  of  the  conditional  use  authority  now  appli- 
cable to  these  areas.    The  present  limits  were  considered  at  great  length  and 
resolved  only  recently,  and  it  is  not  recommended  that  they  be  reconsidered  now. 


No  change. 
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42.  North  side  of  Washington  from  Battery  to  Kearny  (Sheet  1) 
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Another  area  sought  to  be  re-opened  is  on  the  north  side  of  Washington  Street 
between  Battery  and  Kearny,  at  the  edge  of  Jackson  Square.     In  1968  the  65-foot 
limit  there  was  reaffirmed,  with  authority  given  the  City  Planning  Commission  to 
permit  transitional  heights  along  the  Portsmouth  Corridor.    Whereas  there  was  no 
upper  limit  imposed  at  that  time  the  present  proposals  would  set  an  upper  limit 
of  200  feet,  the  height  of  the  Appraisers  Building.    A  further  reconsideration  of 
this  district  is  not  recommended. 

No  change. 


43.  Telegraph  Hill  (Sheet  1) 

The  40-foot  limit  on  Telegraph  Hill  has  existed  for  many  years  and  has  strong 
support.    One  property  owner  objected  to  this  limit  and  urged  that  taller  buildings 
be  allowed  on  the  hill  to  make  replacement  of  older  existing  housing  feasible.  The 
40-foot  limit  has  proved  to  be  an  essential  element  in  the  unique  quality  of 
Telegraph  Hill  over  the  years,  and  it  is  unthinkable  that  the  limit  should  be  changed. 

No  change. 


44.  Vicinity  of  Washington  Square  (Sheet  1) 

Some  interest  was  expressed  in  a  reduction  of  the  65-foot  limit  near  Washington 
Square.    This  height  district  has  existed  since  1964  and  under  the  present  proposals 
it  would  be  reduced  in  size  by  elimination  of  several  blocks  northwest  of  the  Square. 
The  suggestion  now  is  that  there  be  a  reduction  to  40  feet  for  either  the  properties 
directly  facing  the  Square,  or  the  blocks  southward  to  Green,  or  perhaps  the  whole 
district  down  to  Broadway. 

The  Department  staff  believes  that  the  proposal  for  a  height  reduction  here 
has  a  great  deal  of  merit,  due  to  important  considerations  as  to  the  established 
building  scale,  traffic  and  the  prominence  of  Saints  Peter  and  Paul  Church.     If  a 
reduction  of  the  established  limit  to  40  feet  were  to  be  considered,  however,  new 
notices  would  have  to  be  sent  to  property  owners  and  a  new  hearing  held  on  this 
question.     In  view  of  the  moderate  nature  of  the  request  for  a  change,  it  is  recom- 
mended that  a  further  hearing  not  be  scheduled  at  this  time,  but  that  the  question 
continue  to  be  considered  with  a  possible  later  action  for  change  in  this  area. 

No  change. 

45.  Nob,  Hill  (Sheet  1) 

As  to  Nob  Hill,  there  was  a  general  feeling  that  the  limits  proposed,  espe- 
cially the  limit  of  400  feet  in  the  central  activity  area  of  the  hill,  were  too 
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high.    Existing  buildings  do  not  approach  the  limits  set  throughout  the  hill. 
While  significant  height  ought  to  be  permitted,  to  distinguish  the  hill  from  down- 
town and  from  other  hills,  the  limits  originally  proposed  are  excessive. 

It  is  recommended  now  that  the  400-foot  limit  be  reduced  to  320  feet,  which 
is  only  slightly  greater  than  the  height  of  the  Fairmont  and  the  1200  California 
Apartments.    Buildings  recently  proposed  in  the  area  have  not  significantly 
exceeded  this  height.     In  much  of  the  320-foot  area,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
will  retain  its  conditional  use  review  of  proposed  buildings  higher  than  160  feet. 
Elsewhere  on  Nob  Hill,  the  300-foot  district  should  be  changed  to  240  feet,  the 
approximate  height  of  the  Clay- Jones  Apartments,  the  240-foot  heights  to  the 
northeast  and  west  should  be  scaled  down  to  200  feet,  and  the  200-foot  area  on 
the  north  slope  should  be  reduced  to  130  feet.     On  the  south  slope,  the  240-foot 
district  is  unlikely  to  have  high  development,  and  this  should  be  reduced  to 
160  feet. 

Change  400-E  to  320-E;  change  300-D  to  240-D;  change  240-E  on  the  west 
slope  to  200-E;  change  240-D  to  200-D;  change  200-D  to  130-D;  change 
240-E  on  the  south  slope  to  160-F. 


46.  Russian  Hill  R-5  district  (Sheets  1  and  2) 

For  Russian  Hill,  the  clearly  overwhelming  sentiment  of  owners  and  residents 
of  the  hill,  as  well  as  that  of  people  throughout  the  city,  was  for  a  flat  limit 
of  40  feet  with  no  exceptions  for  further  tower  apartments.    The  original  concept 
of  scattered  towers  on  the  hill  had  been  narrowed  by  confining  the  area  for 
possible  height  exceptions  to  the  R-5  zoning  district,  and  by  the  drafting  of  two 
pages  of  restrictions  in  the  ordinance  now  before  the  Commission.     It  has  been 
felt  by  people  on  the  hill,  and  increasingly  by  the  Department  staff  and  members 
of  the  Commission,  that  a  special  district  with  discretion  for  occasional  towers 
despite  a  basic  limit  of  40  feet  is  not  a  practical  device  for  permanent  appli- 
cation in  this  area.     Despite  the  strict  criteria  in  the  ordinance,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  add  more  tall  buildings  on  Russian  Hill  and  still  preserve  the  exist- 
ing balanced  relationship  of  towers  and  predominantly  lower  development.  The 
scale,  density  and  streets  of  the  hill  just  cannot  accept  more  large  buildings. 
Significantly,  only  one  property  owner,  to  our  knowledge,  has  openly  supported 
the  point  tower  district. 

After  due  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  now  before  us,  and  largely  for 
the  reasons  already  stated  in  the  Urban  Design  Plan  and  in  the  draft  ordinance, 
it  is  recommended  that  the  40-A-l  district  with  discretion  for  further  point  towers 
be  eliminated,  and  that  it  be  replaced  by  a  40-X  district.    This  change  will  also 
entail  deletion  of  Section  263.4  from  the  draft  ordinance. 

Change  40-A-l  to  40-X;  delete  Section  263.4. 


47.  Southeastern  portion  of  Russian  Hill  (Sheet  1) 
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With  most  of  Russian  Hill  changed  to  a  flat  40-foot  limit,  the  65-foot  district 
at  the  southeastern  end  of  the  hill  requires  further  consideration.    This  district 
was  proposed  with  the  idea  that  additional  high  development  might  occur  on  other 
parts  of  the  hill.     But  this  area  itself  is  among  the  least  accessible  on  the  hill, 
especially  along  Vallejo  Street  east  of  Jones,  and  it  contains  some  of  the  Russian 
Hill  houses  most  worthy  of  preservation.    The  case  for  a  40-foot  limit  is  at  least 
as  strong  here  as  it  is  elsewhere  on  the  hill. 

The  Department  staff  has  conferred  with  a  number  of  owners  in  the  Green  and 
Vallejo  Street  portions  of  this  area.    None  have  immediate  expectations  of  develop- 
ment, and  most  are  in  favor  of  a  40-foot  limit  if  nearby  portions  of  the  hill  are 
also  subject  to  that  limit.    The  limits  farther  to  the  east,  south  and  southwest 
are  especially  critical,  since  the  promontory  of  the  hill  extending  south  to  Broadway 
is  dependent  for  its  views  on  the  low  development  that  surrounds  it. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  65-A  district  be  reduced  to  40-X  in  the  two  blocks 
bounded  by  Green,  Taylor,  Broadway  and  Jones,  and  that  the  same  change  be  made  on 
the  east  side  of  Taylor  from  Vallejo  to  Bernard,  the  south  side  of  Broadway  from 
Taylor  to  Jones  as  far  south  as  Bernard,  and  the  southwest  and  northwest  corners 
of  Broadway  and  Jones. 

Change  as  indicated  above. 


48.  Between  Russian  and  Nob  Hills  (Sheets  1  and  2) 

Two  comments  were  also  heard  as  to  the  area  between  Russian  and  Nob  Hills, 
to  the  effect  that  permitted  heights  should  be  reduced  in  order  to  accentuate  the 
separation  of  the  hills.    Reductions  have  already  been,  recommended  on  the  slopes 
of  both  hills,  and  the  heights  of  65  and  80  feet  that  remain  are  sufficiently  low 
to  maintain  the  desired  separation.    A  further  change  is  not  recommended. 


No  change 
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49.  Pacific  Heights;  area  bounded  by  Steiner,  Union,  Van  Ness  and  Sutter 
(Sheet  2) 

Pacific  Heights  residents  testified  quite  strenuously  at  the  hearing,  and 
many  letters  have  been  received  from  other  owners  and  residents.     Most  sentiment 
has  been  opposed  to  any  limit  greater  than  40  feet  in  the  area  bounded  by  Steiner, 
Union,  Franklin  and  Pine,  which  constitutes  all  of  the  area  in  Pacific  Heights  not 
already  given  a  limit  of  40  feet.     North  of  Washington  Street  this  area  has  had  a 
limit  of  105  feet  since  1933,  and  south  of  Washington  there  has  been  no  limit  at 
all  in  the  past.    A  great  many  tall  buildings  are  now  in  existence  throughout  the 
area. 

The  case  made  by  the  residents  relates  to  traffic,  to  permitted  residential 
densities,  to  the  character  of  historical  and  other  older  buildings  that  might  be 
replaced,  to  views,  to  the  relative  importance  for  the  city  of  homeowners  as  com- 
pared with  apartment  dwellers  and  absentee  landlords,  to  the  appearance  of  many 
new  buildings  and  to  the  dangers  of  further  city  growth.    A  few  residents  defended 
the  greater  heights,  and  two  owners  in  a  40-foot  area  on  California  Street  west 
of  Buchanan  asked  that  their  limits  be  increased,  but  most  opinion  has  been  to 
the  effect  that  retention  of  past  height  limits  would  be  bad  for  Pacific  Heights. 

In  view  of  this  sentiment,  all  limits  in  this  area  should  be  further  considered. 
North  of  Washington  Street  a  new  limit  lower  than  the  existing  one  of  105  feet 
cannot  be  imposed  without  new  notices  to  property  owners  of  the  Commission's  inten- 
tion to  consider  a  lower  limit.     It  is  recommended  that  notices  be  sent  and  a  new 
hearing  held  on  this  question,  covering  all  property  shown  with  a  105-foot  limit 
north  of  Washington,  and  including  part  of  the  80-foot  district  to  the  northeast, 
all  up  to  the  rear  of  properties  fronting  on  Van  Ness.    The  notice  should  also 
cover  the  district  shown  with  a  160-foot  limit  along  Jackson,  for  which  the  inmediate 
recommendation  in  this  report  is  that  the  limit  be  reduced  to  105  feet.    West  of 
Fillmore,  both  along  Jackson  and  northward  along  Fillmore,  there  is  no  existing 
height  limit  and  it  is  recommended  in  this  report  that  the  districts  be  reduced  to 
40-X. 

Although  property  south  of  Washington  does  not  require  new  notices,  it  is 
recommended  that  that  area  be  considered  further  after  the  required  hearing  for 
the  area  to  the  north,  since  actions  in  either  area  might  have  bearing  upon  the 
other.    The  limit  of  160  feet  for  Pacific  Medical  Center  reflects  approved  plans 
and  will  not  be  recommended  for  change  by  the  staff  in  any  event.    A  reduction  of 
the  160-foot  limit  along  Franklin  and  Gough  to  130  feet  would  still  maintain  the 
stepping  up  from  Van  Ness  and  would  seem  reasonable,  but  a  judgment    on  this  and 
the  80-foot  districts  should  be  withheld  until  a  later  time.     Reconsideration  of 
heights  should  extend  as  far  south  as  Bush  and  possibly  Sutter. 


Change  160-D  and  105-D  west  of  Fillmore  to  40-X;  change  160-D  along  Jackson 
to  105-D;  re-advertise  north  of  Washington  as  indicated  above;  consider 
south  of  Washington  further  as  indicated  above. 
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50.  Western  Addition  area,  especially  near  Sutter  aad  Fillmore 
(Sheet  2) 

Few  comments  concerned  the  Western  Addition  area,  although  there  was  some 
interest  expressed  in  lower  heights.    Most  higher  areas  here  are  in  the  A-2 
project  area,  and  conform  to  the  redevelopment  plan  already  adopted  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 

A  more  specific      question  was  raised  in  the  vicinity  of  Sutter  and  Fillmore 
Streets.    The  80-foot  limit  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  between  Fillmore  and 
Webster  is  higher  than  necessary  for  any  development  planned  on  that  street, 
but  if  an  80-foot  building  were  constructed  it  might  adversely  affect  the 
restored  Victorian  houses  to  the  north  on  Bush  and  Cottage  Row.     It  is  recommended 
that  this  limit  and  the  130-foot  limit  just  east  of  the  housing  for  the  elderly 
to  be  built  at  Sutter  and  Fillmore  be  reduced  to  40  feet,  and  that  this  reduction 
extend  eastward  almost  to  Buchanan.     In  addition,  the  65-A  district  farther  west 
above  Sutter  should  be  reduced  to  40  feet  for  the  next  two  and  one -half  blocks, 
with  the  exception  of  the  half  block  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  between  Fillmore 
and  Steiner. 

Change  130-B,  80-A  and  65-A  to  40-X  as  indicated  above. 

51.  Vicinity  of  Alamo  Square  (Sheet  2) 

The  vicinity  of  Alamo  Square  was  not  mentioned  at  the  hearings,  but  one 
letter  did  question  strongly  the  limits  of  65,  105  and  160  feet  for  that  area. 
Even  without  a  showing  of  further  sentiment,  the  staff  believes  that  these  limits 
ought  to  be  reduced. 

A  65- foot  limit  north  of  the  Square  would  permit  blocking  of  panoramic  views 
from  the  Square.    Farther  to  the  north  the  zoning  is  R-3,  which  carries  a  40-foot 
height  limit.    Part  of  the  area  is  under  the  FACE  program,  which  emphasizes 
rehabilitation  of  existing  low  buildings.     It  is  recommended  that  all  of  the  65- 
foot  district  in  this  vicinity  be  reduced  to  40  feet  as  far  north  as  Turk  Street, 
with  the  exception  of  the  C-2  district  along  Divisadero  and  the  block  north  of 
Golden  Gate  and  east  of  Steiner  next  to  Fillmore  Center.     In  one  other  minor 
change,  Lot  11  in  Block  1201,  on  Hayes  west  of  Divisadero,  should  be  made  40 
rather  than  65  feet  to  correct  a  drafting  error  and  follow  the  C-2  boundary. 

South  of  Alamo  Square,  the  limits  of  160  and  105  feet  on  two  blocks  reflect 
the  fact  that  this  is  the  top  of  a  hill.    Development  to  these  heights  is  quite 
unlikely  to  occur,  however,  due  to  the  established  buildings  and  the  presence  of 
a  school.    There  is,  furthermore,  an  important  view  from  the  Square  to  the  south- 
west.   These  heights  should  be  reduced  to  40  feet  as  well. 

Change  65-A,  105-A  and  160-A  to  40-X  as _.ind icated  above . 
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52.  Southwest  Oak  and  Divisadero  (Sheet  7) 

A  potential  developer  has  requested  an  increase  from  40  feet  to  approximately 
80  feet  in  the  block  southwest  of  Oak  and  Divisadero.    The  project  would  construct 
housing  and  retain  a  historical  landmark,  the  Phelps  House.    To  date  a  satisfactory 
project  has  not  been  designed,  and  in  any  case  a  spot  height  of  80  feet  on  this 
block  would  not  be  equitable.    The  change  cannot  be  recommended. 

No  change. 

53.  Northeast  Sutter  and  Divisadero  (Sheet  2) 

Developers  of  a  medical  office  building  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  east  of 
Divisadero,  between  Mount  Zion  and  Unity  Hospitals,  have  requested  an  increase 
from  65  to  either  80  or  105  feet.    The  reasons  for  this  request  center  around  the 
height  of  the  hospitals  and  the  difficulty  of  excavating  on  this  site  for  the 
required  parking.    The  staff  does  not  favor  increases  of  height  in  this  area,  and 
it  is  understood  that  the  building  will  be  redesigned  within  65  feet  with  possible 
provision  for  addition  of  further  stories  at  a  later  time  if  they  should  be 
approved. 

No  change. 


54.  Vicinity  of  Masonic  and  Geary  (Sheets  2  and  3) 

Districts  in  the  vicinity  of  Masonic  and  Geary,  with  heights  of  65,  160  and 
240  feet,  did  not  receive  direct  statements  of  opposition  at  the  hearings  or  by 
letter.    On  the  basis  of  other  past  hearings,  however,  it  is  known  that  heights 
of  this  magnitude  are  not  favored    in  the  community.     In  accordance  with  other 
changes  throughout  the  city,  all  these  heights  should  be  scaled  downward  to  a 
considerable  extent. 

The  property  owned  by  Firemens  Fund,  between  Masonic  and  Emerson,  will  not 
be  used  for  offices  of  the  insurance  company  as  contemplated  earlier,  and  it  may 
be  used  for  residential  development.  The  65-foot  limit  here  should  be  lowered  to 
40  feet.  A  reduction  to  40  feet  should  also  be  made  in  the  northern  and  eastern 
parts  of  the  block  bounded  by  Geary,  Presidio,  Post  and  Lyon,  and  on  most  of  the 
Sears  parking  lot  south  and  east  of  the  store  where  views  could  be  affected  by  a 
greater  height. 

The  remainder  of  this  area  should  be  reduced  to  80  feet,  the  approximate 
height  of  the  Sears  and  Bekins  buildings,  except  for  the  front  portion  of  the 
MUNI  car  barns.    The  car  barns  south  of  Post  should  be  reduced  to  160  feet,  the 
minimum  height  that  would  be  needed  for  future  development  of  housing  over  a  MUNI 
facility.    A  City  decision  that  the  car  barns  are  not  now  surplus  to  MUNl's  needs 
or  that  commercial  zoning  here  for  a  shopping  center  is  inappropriate  need  not 
preclude  later  development  of  a  single  tower  of  modest  height  at  the  focal  point 
on  this  site. 


Change  65-A,  160-E  and  240-E  to  40-X,  80-D  and  160-E  as  indicated  above. 
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55-  Northeast  Post .  and  Presidio  (Sheet  3) 


The  owner  of  property  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Post  and  Presidio  has 
requested  an  increase  from  40  to  60  feet  or  higher.    In  view  of  the  reductions 
recommended  for  the  areas  nearby,  and  the  inequity  of  such  a  selective  increase 
in  height,  the  change  requested  here  is  not  recommended. 


No  change. 


56.  Geary  between  Jordan  and  3rd  Avenue,  10th  Avenue  and  Funston,  and  23rd  and 
27th  Avenues  (Sheets  3  and  4) 

A  great  majority  of  the  Richmond  residents  heard  from  did  not  favor  heights 
on  Geary  Boulevard  greater  than  40  feet.    Despite  the  existence  of  some  higher 
buildings, the  desirability  of  removing  some  of  the  auto-oriented  uses  for  better 
development,  and  the  community  business  nature  of  the  street,  the  residents 
believed  that  the  heights  proposed  would  be  detrimental.    Their  opinion  was 
influenced  in  some  cases  by  opposition  to  improved  transit  that  might  be  used  by 
commuters  from  Marin  County,  and  by  a  feeling  that  new  apartments  should  not  be 
built  in  the  Richmond  west  of  Arguello. 

The  limits  of  130  feet  proposed  on  Geary  near  Arguello,  130  feet  near  11th, 
and  80  feet  near  25th  are  located  at  the  intersections  of  Geary  with  north-south 
arterial  streets.    All  three  sections  could  benefit  from  new  development  of  any 
height.     It  is  possible,  although  by  no  means  certain,  that  these  areas  will  have 
major  transit  stops  in  the  future.    The  sections  do  not  necessarily  correspond 
to  the  present  centers  of  commercial  activity  along  Geary. 

In  view  of  the  opposition  to  height  in  the  Richmond,  and  the  fact  that  the 
sections  indicated  do  not  all  have  a  basis  in  present  use  and  character  along 
the  street,  it  is  recommended  that  the  sections  near  11th  and  25th  Avenues  be 
reduced  to  a  40-foot  limit.    A  greater  height  of  80  feet  should  be  retained  for 
the  area  near  Arguello,  which  is  the  most  important  intersection  and  focal  point 
along  Geary.    The  Arguello  area  is  a  transition  between  two  parts  of  the  Richmond 
and  should  have  improved  development.    Roosevelt  Junior  High  School  is  already 
higher  than  40  feet,  with  a  tower  that  rises  to  112  feet.    The  80-foot  limit  is 
moderate  and  could  have  positive  effects. 

Change  130-A  near  11th  and  80-A  near  25th  to  40-X;  change  130-A  near 
Arguello  to  80-A. 


57.  Roosevelt  Junior  High  School,  Arguello  near  Geary  (Sheet  3) 

The  Unified  School  District  has  asked  that  the  height  at  Roosevelt  Junior 
High  School  be  increased  from  40  feet  to  the  limit  nearby  at  Geary  and  Arguello. 
This  school  is  not  likely  to  be  abandoned,  however,  and  future  use  of  the  site 
for  a  school  would  not  seem  to  require  a  greater  height.    No  change  should  be 
made  in  the  limit. 


No  change. 
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58.  Fulton  Street  between  14th  and  18th  Avenues,  and  between  25th  and  27th  Avenues 


Including  a  portion  of  25th  (Sheets  3  and  4) 


Objections  to  height  from  Richmond  residents  extended  to  the  80-foot  districts 
along  Fulton  near  16th  and  25th  Avenues.    These  objections  were  based  upon  senti- 
ment against  apartments,  interest  in  the  existing  scale  and  single-family  character 
of  parts  of  these  areas,  and  the  possible  visibility  of  80-foot  buildings  from 
the  Park. 

New  development  might  or  might  not  occur  at  these  locations,  but  in  any 
event  it  would  be  limited  to  a  few  buildings.    The  two  locations  are  at  major 
entrances  to  the  Park  on  well-traveled  streets,  and  if  a  variation  in  height  is 
to  be  permitted  anywhere  in  the  Richmond  above  40  feet  these  locations  are 
appropriate  for  it.      A  reduction  to  65  feet  would  still  provide  for  the  possibil- 
ity of  new  buildings,  and  that  change  is  recommended  together  with  a  reduction  in 
the  area  of  the  outermost  district  by  exclusion  of  the  25th  Avenue  frontages 
north  of  Fulton. 


Change  to  65-A  at  both  locations,  with  the  district  near  25th  to  be 


confined  to  Fulton  and  the  remainder  changed  to  40-X. 
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OPEN  SPACE  ADDITIONS 


A  number  of  additions  to  Open  Space  districts  are  recommended  throughout  the 
city.    Those  at  Sunset  Reservoir  and  UC  Medical  Center  were  covered  earlier  in 
this  report.    The  other  most  significant  additions  are: 

1.  (Sheets  3  and  4)  In  the  Presidio,  inclusion  of  88  additional  acres 

of  undeveloped  land  at  various  locations  as  Open  Space.    The  Army 
has  indicated  its  acceptance  of  this  designation.    On  the  other  hand, 
13  acres  now  shown  as  Open  Space  at  five  locations  should  be  changed 
to  a  40-X  district  because  they  are  presently  developed.    The  net 
increase  in  Open  Space  would  then  be  75  acres* 

2.  (Sheet  10)  At  Hunters  Point,  inclusion  of  the  new  playground  area  at 

Galvez  Avenue  as  Open  Space,    This  property  has  all  recently  been 
acquired  by  the  City. 

3.  (Sheet  12)  An  Open  Space  designation  for  the  large  landscaped  areas 

along  Portola  Drive  from  Waitham  to  Dorchester, 

Elsewhere,  the  additions  to  Open  Space  are  smaller  but  still  significant. 
Most  of  them  are  undeveloped  street  areas  adjacent  to  parks  that  can  be  added  to 
the  larger  Open  Space  districts  they  adjoin.    There  are  18  such  areas : 

4.  (Sheet  2)  Larkin  Street  west  of  the  Russian  Hill  Reservoir.     (See  map 

earlier  in  report.) 

5.  (Sheet  2)  Greenwich  Street  south  of  Russian  Hill  Park.     (See  map 

earlier  in  report.) 

6.  (Sheet  6)  Moraga  Street  east  of  14th  Avenue,  next  to  Grand  View  Park. 

7.  (Sheet  6)  Rockridge  Drive  to  the  south  of  Sunset  Heights  Park. 

8.  (Sheet  6)  Moraga  Street  west  of  Laguna  Honda  Reservoir. 

9.  (Sheet  6)  Noriega  Street  west  of  Laguna  Honda  Reservoir. 

10.  (Sheet  7)  Waller  Street  east  of  Buena  Vista  Park. 

11.  (Sheets  7  and  11)  Esmeralda  Street  west  of  Bernal  Heights  Park, 

12.  (Sheet  8)  22nd  Street  west  of  Potrero  Hill  Playground. 

13.  (Sheet  8)  Missouri  Street  north  of  Potrero  Hill  Playground. 

14.  (Sheet  11)  Fairmount  Street  east  of  Fairmount  Plaza, 

15.  (Sheet  11)  Bocana  and  Wool  Streets  south  of  Bernal  Heights  Park. 
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16, and  17.     (Sheet  12)  Two  pathways  north  of  Mt,  Davidson  Park. 

18.  (Sheet  12)  Melrose  Avenue  and  Verna  Street,  west  and  north  of 
Sunnyside  Playground. 

19.  (Sheet  12)  Wawona  Street  east  of  Stern  Grove. 

20.  (Sheet  13)  28th  Avenue  north  of  Pine  Lake  Park. 

21.  (Sheet  13)  25th  Avenue  north  of  Stern  Grove. 

In  addition,  the  following  change  should  be  made  to  correct  a  drafting  error 
in  the  maps : 

22.  (Sheet  7)  Designation  of  the  Panhandle  from  Baker  to  Masonic  as 

Open  Space. 

A  further  public  comment  requested  designation  of  small  areas  on  Telegraph 
Hill  as  Open  Space.    It  was  suggested  that  some  20  areas,  half  of  them  streets 
and  the  others  small  alleys,  be  designated  Open  Space  to  assure  that  they  would 
not  be  developed  or  built  upon.    These  areas  vary  in  their  present  use,  with  some 
carrying  traffic  or  spur  tracks  and  some  totally  undeveloped  on  the  cliffs.  None 
is  contiguous  to  a  larger  open  space,  and  the  major  continuous  open  space  areas  on 
Telegraph  Hill  already  have  the  Open  Space  designation.    It  would  not  be  consist- 
ent with  the  policy  for  mapping  this  district  elsewhere  in  the  city  to  add  these 
areas ,  and  to  add  them  would  require  similar  treatment  on  the  zoning  map  of 
similar  spaces  everywhere.    Fortunately,  retention  of  streets  and  alleys  as  open 
space  does  not  require  the  Open  Space  designation,  and  there  are  other  strong 
policies  against  vacation  of  them.    No  further  Open  Space  districts  are  recommended 
on  Telegraph  Hill. 
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COMMENTS  ON  PROPOSED  ORDINANCE  TEXT 


Summary 

Although  most  of  the  oral  and  written  statements  commented  upon  the  maps 
showing  height  and  bulk  districts,  there  were  some  which  related  to  the  way 
in  which  controls  would  apply  through  the  proposed  ordinance  text.    In  many 
cases  the  points  made  referred  to  zoning  standards  outside  the  scope  of  the 
height  and  bulk  controls  now  being  considered  by  the  Commission,  and  the 
people  making  these  statements  usually  acknowledged  that  they  were  asking 
for  actions  that  might  be  taken  only  at  some  future  time.    In  several  cases 
the  comments  did  refer  directly  to  the  ordinance  provisions  now  being  con- 
sidered.   The  staff  does  not  recommend  any  changes  in  the  ordinance  text  in 
this  report,  except  for  deletion  of  Section  263.4  pertaining  to  Russian  Hill, 
although  it  will  continue  to  review  the  text  provisions  in  all  respects  and 
may  recommend  some  changes  before  final  action  by  the  Commission. 

Specific  Comments 

1.  Standards  for  low  housing  development.     In  a  number  of  neighborhoods  there 
was  interest  in  housing  standards  for  buildings  40  feet  or  less  in  height, 
in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  there  are  many  concerns  in  the  quality  of 
development  other  than  height.    Among  the  aspects  mentioned  were  dwelling 
unit  density,  size  of  units,  building  coverage  and  open  space,  location 

of  garages  and  curb  cuts,  front  set-backs  and  the  treatment  of  building 
facades.    The  statements  along  these  lines  for  Telegraph  Hill,  the  Mission 
and  the  Richmond  were  most  notable. 

These  are  not  matters  dealt  with  by  the  height  and  bulk  controls  now  before 
the  Commission.    They  cover  the  entire  range  of  zoning  standards  for  resi- 
dential areas,  and  would  have  to  be  addressed  primarily  through  revision  of 
existing  use  district  standards.    The  points  are  well  taken,  and  the  Depart- 
ment staff  agrees  that  some  changes  of  these  types  might  be  made  at  a  future 
time. 

2.  Special  standards  for  commercial  areas.     Some  reference  was  made  to  special 
design  controls,  sign  controls,  open  land  use  standards  and  mixed  use  zoning 
for  commercial  areas.    This  type  of  concern  was  most  pronounced  in  the  outer 
Market  area. 


Again,  such  standards  would  not  be  part  of  the  present  height  and  bulk 
controls,  and  they  would  require  special  area  studies  and  revision  of 
other  parts  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    New  standards  and  procedures  of 
these  kinds  would  be  practical  only  if  there  were  widespread  support  for 
them  in  the  areas  concerned  and  adequate  staff  to  administer  them. 

3.  Downtown  floor  area  ratios  and  bonuses.    There  were  statements  recurring 
from  earlier  hearings  to  the  effect  that  the  base  floor  area  ratios  per- 
mitted downtown,  and  to  some  extent  ^he  system  of  bonuses  enacted  in  1968, 
are  too  generous  and  should  be  revised  downward  to  reduce  the  pressure  for 
massive  buildings. 

The  downtown  floor  area  ratios  do  produce  strong  pressures  for  massive 
buildings,  a  problem  that  is  confined  almost  exclusively  to  larger  sites. 
The  proposed  height  and  bulk  controls  will  offset  that  tendency  to  a  sub- 
stantial degree,  but  tighter  floor  area  controls,  particularly  a  maximum 
ratio  for  larger  sites,  may  still  prove  to  be  a  desirable  change,  re- 
quiring amendment  of  City  Planning  Code  sections  not  now  before  the  Com- 
mission. 

4.  Preferential  treatment  for  some  housing.     It  was  suggested  that  housing 
for  people  of  low  and  moderate  incomes  should  be  given  special  treatment 
under  the  height  limits,  with  increases  in  height  to  be  granted  on  a  spot 
basis  to  guarantee  the  feasibility  of  such  housing.    A  related  suggestion 
called  for  a  requirement  that  larger  housing  projects  contain  a  minimum 
percentage  of  subsidized  units.    These  comments  occurred  with  respect  to 
the  Mission  and  Western  Addition.  . 

Special  treatment  of  this  kind  may  be  impossible  to  justify  through  zoning, 
and  contrary  to  the  equal  protection  requirements  of  zoning  law.     It  could 
also  provide  a  built-in  instability  for  the  planning  and  financing  of  sub- 
sidized housing,  and  cause  an  unproductive  speculation  in  land.    Any  excep- 
tions granted  for  one  neighborhood  or  one  type  of  construction  could  lead 
to  exceptions  elsewhere  and  for  other  purposes.     Support  for  programs  of 
subsidized  housing  should  be  provided  by  government  in  other  ways,  but  not 
through  preferential  zoning. 

5.  Other  discretion  to  permit  tall  buildings.    An  occasional  comment  stated 
that  tall  buildings  might  be  suitable  in  certain  areas,  but  only  if  the 
Commission  exercised  discretion  through  conditional  use  review  with  public 
hearings  and  neighborhood  participation.     In  such  review  the  Commission 
would  have  the  ability  to  turn  down  a  building  proposal  or  require  the 
building  to  be  modified  or  confined  to  certain  uses. 


( 
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It  has  been  a  policy  in  drafting  of  these  height  and  bulk  controls  to 
minimize  the  use  of  Commission  discretion.    Except  in  certain  situations 
already  established,  the  height  limits  should  be  fixed  limits,  subject 
to  change  only  by  legislative  action. 

6.  Special  review  for  large  sites.    The  difficulties  and  potential  external 
effects  inherent  in  large  site  development,  and  the  desirability  of  addi- 
tional review  processes,  were  outlined  in  the  Urban  Design  Plan  and  in 
earlier  presentations  by  the  staff  on  potential  height  and  bulk  controls. 
Such  special  reviews  were  mentioned  at  times  in  the  hearings,  as  well  as 
the  additional  possibility  of  an  outright  prohibition  against  assembly  of 
sites  larger  than  a  certain  size.    Concern  was  also  expressed  that  if  these 
reviews  did  occur  the  standards  for  review  should  be  plainly  spelled  out 

in  ordinance  form. 

Provisions  of  this  kind  are  not  now  being  proposed.     If  they  were  to  be 
adopted,  they  would  not  be  an  attribute  of  the  height  and  bulk  districts 
now  before  the  Commission,  but  would  be  contained  elsewhere  in  the  City 
Planning  Code. 

7.  A  professional  advisory  board.    The  Northern  California  Chapter  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Architects  has  suggested  that  a  special  board  of 
design  professionals  be  created  to  advise  the  Commission,  especially  in 
matters  where  discretion  by  the  Commission  is  called  for  in  conditional 
use  cases.    Matters  coming  before  the  Commission  would  be  referred  to  the 
board  for  its  advice  and  recommendations. 

The  Department  staff  has  discussed  the  concept  of  such  an  advisory  board 
with  the  AIA  Chapter  over  a  period  of  time.    The  staff  is  prepared  to 
continue  those  discussions,  both  in  terms  of  the  validity  of  the  concept 
and  in  terms  of  the  types  of  cases  and  processes  in  which  the  contribu- 
tions   of  such  a  board  might  be  meaningful.    The  setting  up  of  such  a 
board  would  not  require  amendment  of  the  proposals  now  before  the  Com- 
mission. 

8.  Relating  floor  area  ratios  to  height  and  bulk.    The  AIA  Chapter  and  several 
other  sources  also  recommended  a  future  adjustment  of  floor  area  ratios 

in  the  various  use  districts  so  that  they  would  be  more  consistent  with 
the  height  and  bulk  controls  now  being  considered.    Although  there  might 
be  some  adjustment  indicated  in  the  downtown  area,  this  type  of  change 
would  be  most  applicable  to  R-4  and  R-5  districts  with  low  height  limits. 
In  some  cases  R-4  areas  already  are  subject  to  a  40-foot  limit,  so  that 
the  apparent  inconsistency  of  height  and  floor  area  ratio  controls  has 
existed  for  some  time. 


